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	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This study contributes to physics education research by empirically examining how instructional strategies and gender influence students’ academic performance at the secondary school level. By comparing Meta-Conceptual Learning Strategy, Scaffolding Learning Strategy, and the Lecture Method, the manuscript provides evidence-based insights relevant for improving physics instruction in developing educational contexts. The findings reinforce the effectiveness of learner-centered strategies in enhancing conceptual understanding. The study is useful for educators, curriculum planners, and policymakers seeking to improve science learning outcomes.
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	The abstract is comprehensive and clearly states the purpose, methodology, sample size, instruments, statistical tools, and key findings. However, minor editing is recommended to remove repetition and improve grammatical clarity. Including one sentence highlighting the practical implications would further strengthen the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is scientifically sound. The quasi-experimental design, sampling procedure, instrument validation, reliability testing, and use of ANCOVA are appropriate and correctly applied. Results are clearly presented and logically interpreted.
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	The references are relevant and adequate for the study. However, the manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of a few more recent (last 5 years) international journal articles on meta-conceptual learning and scaffolding strategies in science education.
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	The language is understandable but requires minor grammatical corrections, sentence restructuring, and consistency in tense and terminology. Professional language editing is recommended.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues are identified.
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